
In  the Matter of 

0 R I G I N A L 
RECEIVED FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Wa\hington, D.C 20554 

NOV - 6 2002 

FEDEW C0MMUNIWTK)HS COMMlSSlOh 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Amendment of Section 73.102(h). ) MB Docket No. 02- 124 
Tahlc of Allotments. ) RM-0446 
FM Broadcast Stations. 1 
(Amboy, Cali lornin) ) 

TO: Assistant Chief, Audio Divicion 
Media Bureau 

CONSOI.IDATED ( 1 )  OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO ACCEPT SUPPLEMENT AND (2) 
MOTION TO DISMISS COUNTERPROPOSAL OF CAMERON BROADCASTING, INC. 

Infini ty Radio Operations, Inc. (“Infinity”), licensee of FM radio slation KMXB, 

Hendei.son, Nevada, lhei.eby submirs it5 comments in opposition to rhe “Motion To Accept 

Supplement” and “Supplement” that Marathon Media Group, L.L.C. (“Marathon”) and Cameron 

Broadcasting, Inc. (“Cameron“) filed in this proceeding on October 23, 2002. As shown below. 

thc Supplement i s  a n  iinpei.inissible attempt 10 amend Cameron’s defective counterproposal filed 

J u l v  15, 2002 in lhis  proceding (the “Counterproposal”) and must he dismissed. In addition, the 

CoLinrerpropoaI violates well es~ahlished Commission policies in that i t  failed to address a 

prolected conllicting allottncnl proposal; is coniingent on a conditional downgrade of Station 

KSTJ(FM). Boulder City, Nevada I’roni Class C 10 CO; and lacks the assurance of consent of 

riioic than 1wo affected stations. I 

Because the Countcrpropoh:il seeks t u  modify the channel assignment of KMXB without I 

Infini ty’s  conscnt, In f in i iy  is an iiiterestcd party to this proceeding. The Morion To Accept 
Supplement (“Motion To Accepi”) and thc Supplemeni were filed on October 23, 2002. This 
opposition to thosc pleadings is timely filed pursuant to 47 C.F.R. P9:1.1.~s(~~-a~,14181.-Bs__- e /4  

Llsi p, : , , . ’? , :  , ....L.L,I. 

-.. ~~ ~ 



1. Background 

On May 15, 2002, thc Commission issued a n  omnibus Notice of Proposed Rule Making, 

DA-02-1246 (“NPRM‘’),  iii response to. irrrr/- u/io, a February I I ,  2002 petition from KHWY 

Inc. (“KHWY”) tor L\ ncw chLuincl alloinient at Amboy, California, (the “KHWY Petition”), rhat 

wotild advance scvefiil imporlanr Coiirinishion goals. According to KHWY, the proposed 

allotmcnl would provide rhe lirst radio sei-vice to a “white area” of more than 3,500 5quare 

kiloineters that includes portions i)f heavily traveled Interstate 40 and historic Route 66. See 

KHWY Petition at  I .  This allotnient would also providc second radio scrvice to a “gray area” of 

1noi.c than 1.200 squ;ire ki1oinetci.s. including additional portions of both highways, and the first 

local receplion and transmission service lor the coininunity of Aniboy. Id. In providing this 

scnice, KHWY wo~i ld  he fultilling the Commission’y three most important allotment priorities 

hy providing first and second-tiinc aiiral service and first local service. 7hermopoli.~, Wymirzg ,  

16 FCCKcd 13066, 13069 n.5 (MMB 2001). 

In rcsponsc to the NPRM, Cameron liled its Counterproposal on J u l y  15, 2002, seeking 

to idtcr eleven differenr FM channel assignments. As explained below, the Counterproposal was 

tlcfcctive under longstanding Cornnii5sion htandards which require counterproposals io be 

rcchiiically cori’ect and hubst;intiaIly complcte a t  the tinie of filing and i t  violated important 

related policies governing rule making proceedings 

The Counterproposal did nor address the shorr-spacing conflict that one of its eleven 

proposed changes -- rhc alliirineiit of Channel 234C at Pahrump, Nevada - -  would create with 

M;~ralIion‘s proiectcd alloiineni petition for Channel 233A at Tecopa, California, jn MM Docket 

No. 01- 135. I n  addition, thc Cotiiiterpiqmal was made expressly contingent on the satisfaction 

0 f i 1  set Of undiscloqed “conditions” belore KJUL. License, LLC (“KJUL”), licensee of 

discusscd further below, Infiiiily’s morion to dismiss the Countcrproposal is also appropriately 
I’iled ;it this time in light of the disposiiive record that has already been made. 
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KSTJ(FM), Boulder City, Nevada, would acccpt a downgrade from Clav C to C l a ~  CO staius. 

That KSTJ downpi-ade i s  a necessary pal-t of Giincron’s elaboi.ate Counterproposal. Finally, the 

Counterproposal (at 2 )  acknowledpcd that il did not have the conseni oleither KMXB or 

KKHK(FM),  hut lhen also discloaed that it lacked thc required “assurance of agreement” with 

KJIJL. As noted iibove. KJUL had only “pi-oviaion;illy consented . . _ based on certain 

conditions.‘‘ KJlJL July 24, 2002 Motion io Dismiss (“KJUL Motion”), at 1 .  

Lcss than ten days after the Counrerproposal was filed, KJUL formally withdrew i t s  

conditional cunscnt to a downgude in  .\tation class, cryptically stating that “one” o f  ihe 

undisclosed contlitions to i t s  consent hiid not been met, and asked the Commission to dismiss the 

Counterproposal. KJLJL Motion. In ii hclated attempt to rectify this defect, Cameron sought Lo 

reach ii compromise with KJLJL. On July 30, 2002, KJUL noiified the Commission that i t  had 

reached an agrecincnt on the “terms” of an option by which KJUL would acquire Cameron’s 

KFLG(FM), Kinginan, Arizon:i, the same station thai Cameron proposes i n  this proceeding io 

relocate to Pahrunip, Nevada ( L a s  Vegas inavkei). Baaed on an anticipated agreement being 

rcachcd within 30 days, KJUL withdrew the KJUL Motion. K J U L  July 30, 2002 Withdrawal of 

Motion to D i sm iss  (“KJUL Withdrawal”), a i  2. In other words, even the wirhdrawal remained 

preclicatcd on the future satisfaction o f  [he s t i l l  unspecified conditions. 

In  the KJUL Withdrawal. KJLJL said rhal i L  would “notify the Commission promptly 

upon the expiralion o f  the 30-day pcriod as to ihe <tatus of the agreement.” Id. More than two 

months hnve passed since this deadline and KJUL  has \ t i l l  not notified the Commission. In sum, 

since JUJY 15, 2002: KJUL has sequentially attempted IO grant with “conditions,” then withdraw, 

then condiLivnally re-grant i l s  conseni io the Counterproposal, a l l  the while failing to disclose the 

irelwant condilions to the Cominission and other parties. 
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On Ju ly  30. 2002, Marathon filed “Reply Comments” 10 address the Counterproposal. 

Tlic Rcply Coinmcnls demonwiitcd the Counterproposal’s l‘aial contlici with Marathon’s 

pi-olectcd pelition tor Channel 233A iit ‘l’ecopa and expressly requested dismissal of the 

Cotinrei-prol,osal. Rcply Ciimnicni\ at I and 2.  Twelve wecks later, on Ocrober 23, 2002, 

Mai.;irhon/Canicron tiled the Motion To Accept and the Supplemeni. The Supplement states that 

bccause Mararhon has now proposed in MM Docket No. 01-13.5 that Channel 250A he allotted 

IO Tecopa iiisle;id of Channcl 133A, Supplement a1 1-2, “contingent upon [the] acccptance” of 

i h a i  pi.oposal and llic Motion To Acccpt, Marathon withdraws its request for dismissal ofthe 

C~)iintei.propo,,aI. ld. at 2. Mararhon a n d  Camcron then “urge the Commission to act 

accordingly,” id., without stating rlie specific action they want the Commission to take 

The Commission has no1 yet placed the Coumcrproposal on ii public notice setting a date 

lor l’iling responsive comincnts. I t  should nevcr do so. For the reasons sct forth below, the 

Coinmis<ion should dismiss the Countelproposal and thereby avoid imposing further burdens on 

the Commis.;ion’s resources and delay i n  \he disposition of this proceeding 

11. The Motion To Accept and Supplement Are an Impermissible Attempt To Cure 
a Defective Counterproposal; The Counterproposal Fails to Meet the 
Commission’s “Technically Correct and Suhstantiallv Complete” Standard. 

By their Motion to Accept and Supplement, Marathon and Cameron are belatedly 

atleinpiing 10 anicnd thc Counteipnposal 10 cure ;I fatal dcfcct that was not addressed and 

resolved by Ihe rime Ihc Countcrproposal was first l i led nearly lour months ago. However, 

irndcr a long\randing requirement, the Commission has stated that “~c]ounterproposals are 

~ .cq t~ i~-ed  IO be ‘rechnically coixct 2nd wbstantially complete’ at the time they are filed.” 

C.’/oi,vrdo/e, A/obrwfo, .Supm, I2 FCC Rcd 2090 ‘1 6 (MMB 1997). See cl/.ro Kaukauna, 

Wisumsi f ,  6 FCC Rcd 7142 n .2  ( M M B  1991) (noting that bccause the “counterproposal was 

Linncceptiible w/7r/r i f z i f i u / / v  . .  filcd, i t  cannot iiow be considered” in the underlying proceeding); 



BroXoi A ~ J ~ w ,  K o ~ 7 . u ~  3 FCC Rcd 6507, 65 1 I n .2  (MMB 1988). Indeed, when Marathon itself 

filed i t s  I u l y  30. 2002 Reply Commcnts oppwing tlic Countcrproposal, i t  recognized that the 

Cotinterpi.oposal lailed Lo iiicet this rcquii.enicnt. and called for i t s  immediate dismissal. 

As d imssed  above, tindci. the CoLinIei-proposal, Channel 234C, Pehrump, Nevada, would 

he slion-spaced to Marathon’s previously protected petition to allot Channel 233A to Tecopa, 

Calilornia. The Tecopa channel was [he subjcct of Public Nolice, Report No .  2506 issued on 

Oclober 23, 200 I ,  wi th Rcply Comnicnts due on November 7, 200 I, n date well belorc Cameron 

filed i t s  July 2002 Countei.propo\al. As a result, when the Counterproposal was “initially filed,” 

the Tecopa channel rcquirecl protection from Cameron‘s subsequently filed Counterproposal. 

See Piwwwod, S o r r r h  C ~ ~ ~ ~ l i i i t i ,  S FCC Rcd 7609 (MMB 1990); MUMJJ~, Texus, DA 02-1389 

( M M R  2002). r ~ o / i .  p e d i r J g ;  /?e/! jomin, TO.UJ.Y; DA 02-1 372 (MMB 2002), WOJJI .  pending; 

T(lc’r.fxJ, Geo,-,yin. D A  01 -2784 ( M M B  2001). 

Counlcrproposals   hat would have resulled in similar shon-spacings have consistently 

been found to fail the Conimis\ion’c “technically correct and stihstantially complete” standard 

and have been dismissed without consideration. See Co.sper, W y o r n i n ~ ,  I S  FCC Rcd I 5806 

( M M B  2000) (divnissing channel proposal because i t  would be short-spaced to a vacant 

alloilnenl bite for another channel). Sec a h ,  Cor/i.de. K~,nruc.ky, 12 FCC Rcd 13181, 13183 

( M M B  1997) (dismissing counterproposal lhal failed the technically corrcct and substantially 

completc standard “heciiuse i t  [was] short-spaced to the presently licensed site of Station 

WMOR-FM”);  C/overdrr/e, , S U / I ~ [ J ,  I 2  FCC Rcd 2090. 

4 

Thc Coinmission has underlincd the importance i l  places on counterproposals being 

“technically correct and substantially completc at thc time they are filed” by explicitly stating 

that “counteiproponents ai’e no1 permitted to f i le curative amendments, especially where, as herc, 

acceptance of such an ainendmcnt would pi.cjudice another timely-filed [proposal].” 
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Fudcrik .sr i4 ,  Vi/-,qi// /.s/uud.v, 12 FCC Rcd AI 2406 n.3. ( M M B  1997). Such a circumstance 

cxists hcrc. D~ic to ils failure to address the piniected Tecopa allocation, the Counterproposal 

wa\ ncillier lechnically correct nor suhstantially complete when filed. Its filing has severely 

pi-e,jtitliced KHWY’s tiriiely and. hu t  for ~ h c  defective CoLintcrproposal, iinrnedialely grantable 

proposal. Since J u l y  1.5, 2007, the Counterproposal has dclayed the allocation of a channel to 

pro\ idc fii.sr radio servicc to ii “white area“ o f  3,680 square kilometers and second radio service 

io  ii “gray iircii” o f  1,239 kilomctei.s. See, KHWY Petition at I .  This vast, unserved area 

includes portions of both touris[-traccled, histoi-ic Route 66 and Interstate 40, which is used by 

t h o u m n d h  of travclers every day. Id 

Simply put, in  contravenlion of  the Commission’s “tcchnically correct and substantially 

coiiipletc” standni-d, Cameron l’ilcd an incoi-rect and incomplete Counterproposal. The belated 

atmnpt of Marathon and Camcron io iiinend that proposal cannot be accepted. Because the 

Counterproposal was dcfcctive when filed and prejudices another properly filed proposal. 

Caniei.on may not filc a curative amendment, nor may Marathon file one for i t .  Frederikslrd, 

,wp~-(i. Moreover, w e n  i f  the Suppleinenl wcrc allowed, it would not alter the fact that 

Cameron‘s Cotinterproposal w a  fatally defective “at the time i t  was filed,” ].e., at the relevunr 

t inle. Consequently, the Coinmission niusl dismiss the Counterproposal without further 

considerat ion. 

111. The Counterproposal Fails to Comply with the Commission’s Cul and 
Shoot, Texas and Cohtmbur, Nebraska Policies. 

The Counterproposal must be dismissed because i t  failed to comply with the Commission 

policies act foi-lh in  c/i/ a d  Shoo/, Ten-o.~, I 1  FCC Rcd I6383 (MMB 1996) and Cdumbu,~, 

Nehrriskri,  59 RR2d 11x4, 1 I85 41 4 (1986). These failures continue to this day. 
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A .  

In Cur r,f/d S l i o o f ,  72,xrl.x and  a long linc of suhsequeni cases, Ihe Commission has made 

clear that i t  wil l  not cicccpt rule making pi-oposals that are contingent in nature.' Contingencies 

CUI ond .Shooi, 7e.ui.~ Policy 

introducc unccl-taint)) and disi-uption inlo ii rule making proceeding and force the Commission to 

conleinplalc lnakiiig decihions that may ultiiniilely founder on the failure of fulfillnient of a 

contingcncy. Thal portion of the Counterproposal which relates to KJUL's KSTJ(FM), Boulder 

City, Ncvada, provides a texthook ex;iinple of why Ihe FCC's contingency pi-ohibition is sound 

puhlic policy. 

First. Cameron cryptically staled in  the Counterpl.oposal that the proposed KSTJ 

downgrade from Class C to Class CO status was "sub,iect to cerlain conditions which Cameron 

anticipates will hc satisfied (e . ,? . ,  that the Counterproposal is granted by the FCC)." I n  other 

words, the Countcrproposal was. a t  the time of its filing, subject to multiple contingencies tha t  

Cameron chose not to disclose i n  full to the Commission or the other interested parties. 

Cameron's cxcrcise in vagucncss has left Cameron a n d  K J U L  free to bail o u t  of the 

Coumerpi-oposal at a n y  lime, for any  reiison. The Commission simply cannot tolerate such 

obfuscation and s t i l l  maintain the necessary oi-der in  the adnlinistrative process. 

Aniazingly, KJUL did withtli.aw its conditional consent less than ten days after the 

Counterpi.opos;il was filed. KJUL \tatccl on ly  that one of the mysterious. unspecified 

"conditions" had not been me\, its conscnl was therefore withdrawn, and the Counterproposal 

' 
the policy against conlingencics in  rule making proceedings (at 'I1 4): 

~ U / ? L I I . / I  Alirhornu, DA-02-2063, released Aug. 30 ,  2002 (Aud. Div. 2002), recently explained 

The rationale for this policy is thai processing contingeni proposals is n o t  
conducive to the efficient trmsaction of Cornnijssion business and imposes 
unnecessary burdens on Ihc stalf. The staff would either have to wait u n t i l  
the contingency is met, thcreby 1'iirther delaying action in 3 case, or would 
have to revisit a decision if a proposal was granted contingent on the 
outcomc ol'an action that neve[' occurred. In  eithei- case, the staff's attempts 
ilt processing cases and achieving finality is fruhtraied. (Footnote omitted.) 
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should he dimiisacd. Just days l a w .  KJUL was back at the Commission, trying 10 reinstate its 

mnscnt and i.esuscitiite the Counrci-proposal, ostensibly because i t  had now agreed on the 

“teriii\” of an option 10 acquire Stnlion KFLC(FM), Kingman, Ari7,ona, from Cameron. KJUL 

proiiiiscd l o  provide a sta lus updutc within 30 days o l lhat  latest filing, but none has been 

t ‘o i~hcon~ing iniore than 90 days laicr. This parade of contingencies and reversals of course 

shows no sign of &atin:, and compellingly illusti-arcs why contingencies are not allowed in the 

f irs1 place. The Commission demantls that counterproposals he firm and in place at the time of 

inil ial f i l ing s o  that the Coinniission and affected parties do not waste time waiting for 

pi-opoiien~\ and Ihcii- a l l ies  t o  pull their acl logether ( i f l hcy  ever do).’ The Cur u r d  Skoo/ policy 

demands d ismissa l  of the Counteipoposal. 

B. Co/f,i/)ht,v, Nc./w[i.skcr Pol icy 

Noting the “\ignific;int amount  of confusion to the public from IFM] stations changing 

frcqucncies,” the “substantial disruptions 10 ;I slation’s business,” and the “waste o f  Commission 

resources," the Coinniission has a well-established policy or not considering petitions that 

involve more t h  two channel substitutions for which consent has nor heen received. 

Cdfitilhf,t.s, Nrhla.sko, 59 RR 2d I 184, I I85 (I[ 4 (1986). This policy requires that 

counterproponents reach “an ;isstirance of agreement among the affected stations to the proposal 

, . . i f ,  udwrwe of rhc,fili/ig f ! f r / i e  p e r i f h i .  ” Kuiikiumi,  .s~rpru, 6 FCC Rcd at 7 143 n.2  (emphasis 

added). 

Thc Counterproposal w e r i a  that i t  lacks the consent of only two stations. KMXB and 

K K B K ( F M ) ,  Baker, California, and tber.ehre complies with the Commission’s Colirmbus, 

1 Thcsc s;iiine principles underlie the FCC‘s established policy of not allowing reclassification 
of Class C stalions to Class C0 by irieans o f  rule making counterproposals. See 1998 Bienriiul 
Rc.,qirlaror,. Review, IS FCC Rcd 21649, 21664 (2000). I n  the rule making context, 
i.eclassificarion can bc proposed only i n  original rule making peLitions. 47 C.F.R. 9 I .420(g), 
Note 2. 
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Nrh/-rrsko policy. Howevcr. the Counlerproposal (11. 13) also disclosed that the necessary 

c o n x i i t  o l  i i  r1nii.d slarion was contingent on vague, unspecified “conditions.” 

As noted above, less than tcin days aftcI the Counterproposal was filed, KJUL informed 

the Coiniii is\ion that i t s  conscnt had only been “initially provisionally [given]” and that because 

the required conditicms had not been IIICI, i t  was withdi.awing i t s  consent and f i l ing a Mot ion to 

Dismiss. KJUL Motion, filed July 24, 2002. Such a provisional, conditional consent, and the 

l’acr that il could he and was withdrawn, establish that Cameron did not obtain an “assurance of 

agrccmenr” (rom KJUL “in atlvnnce of the r i l ing of the petition,” and require the Commission to 

disinias the Counterpropowl under K r ~ u k o ~ u / ( / .  

Even nssuining trrgiwido that the initial failure to comply with this requirement of the 

I, KJUL’s withdrawal of’consent and the Co//tiiihi.s. N r / m i , c k o  policy did not cornpel dismi. 

l i l irip of its own Motion to D i m i i s a  did sn. At the nioinenl of thc withdrawal of KJUL’s 

provisional consent, there werc / i lcro//.v three affected radio stations that d id  not consent to the 

maze of Cameron’s propwed chanpcs, placing the Counterproposal in blatant violalion of the 

Col/ii?ih.~, Nr/wa.c.ku policy. 

In ;I iranspareiit atteinpt I O  bring thc Counterpropowl into compliance with the Columbus, 

Nc/~rci.thr/ policy. Cameron negotiated ii new conditional consenl wi th KJUL. KJUL’s July 30, 

2002 f i l ing with the Commission indicated that i t  would re-consent to the Cameron 

Counterproposal i f  the parties “conclude an agreement on the terms of an asset purchase .. . 

within 30 days,’. KJUL Withdrawal at I .  KJUL stated i t  would notify the Commission 

“proiiipily tipon the expiration of the 30-day pei.iod” and granted consent to the Counterproposal 

condilional “on the terms sct iwrh  above.” Id. at 2. 

This 30-day period lapsed on August 29, 2002. More than two months later, KJUL has 

not notified the Corninis ion that the conditions necessary for the granting of i t s  consent and 



wirlidrawal of i t \  Morion to D i s m i s ~  were mi. As a result, thc Counterproposal continues to 

I x k  the consent of three al’lccted siiitions and continues in parent violation of the Columbus, 

N c h r d o  policy, iis i t  has bccn 1’1-oiii the day i t  was filed, requiring the Comrnishion to dismiss 

i l .  S r r  C o I i m h ~ ,  SO RR 2d I 184. 

CONCLUSlON 

The Commission should dcny the Marathoii/Caincron Mot ion To Accept; reject their 

impi.oper Supplenient; dismiss C;iiiieron’h dct’ective Counterproposnl; grant KHYW’s proposal; 

a n d  tcrniinale lhis proceeding. 

Respec tfu I ly subrni tted, 

INFINITY RADIO OPERATIONS, INC. 

Steven A. Lerrnan Y 
Dennis P. Corbett 
Howard A. Topel 
John  W. Bagwell (Admitted in  Vii.ginia only) 

Levcnthal Senter & Lerman PLLC 
2000 K Strcct, N W  
S ti i te 600 
Washington, DC 20006-1809 
202-429-8970 

Novernhcr 6, 2002 
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CERTIFICAIE OF SERVICE 

I .  Joan M. Trcpal. a secretary in thc law firm of Levcnthal Senter & Lerrnan 

PLLC, hereby certify t h a t  o n  this 6"' day of Novemhcr, 2002, 1 caused copies of the 

loregoing "Consolidated ( I)  Opposition to Motion to Accepi Supplement and ( 2 )  Motion 

to Dismiss Counterproposal of Cameron Broadcasting, Inc." io be placed in the U S .  

Postal Service, liw class postage prepaid, addrcssed to the following persons: 

John A .  Karousos, Assistant Chief 
Audio Division Audio Division 
Federal Communications Commihsion 
445 Twelfth Streel, SW-Room 3-A2h6 
Wxhington, DC 20554 

Anne Thomas Paxson, Esq. 
Borsari & Paxron 
2021 L Street, NW, Suite 402 
Washington, DC 20036 
(Counsel for Farmworker Educational 
Radio Nctwork, Inc., Liccnsee ol' Peimit 
97 1003ME, Parker, AZ) 

Deborah A. Dupont 

Federal Communications Commission 
445 Twelfth Street, SW -Room 2-AS34 
Washington, DC 20554 

Dean R. Brenner, Esq. 
Crispin & Brenner, P.L.L.C. 
1156 I S f h  Street, NW, Suite 1105 
Washington, DC 20005 
(Counsel for Pahrump Radio, Inc., 
Licensee of KNYE(FM), Pahrump, N V )  

Joseph D. Sullivan, Esq. 
Latham & Watkins Shaw Pittman 
~ 5 . 5  I I" '  Street, N W ,  Suitc 1000 
Washington, DC 20004- 1304 
(Counsel for KJUL License, LLC, 
Licensce of KSTJ(FM), Boulder City, 
N V I  

JoEllen Masters, Esq. 

2300 N Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20037-1 128 
(Counsel for Baker Broadcasting, L.L.C., 
Licensee of KBKK(FM), Baker, CA) 

Marissa G. Repp, Esq. 
F. William LeBeau, Esq. 
Hogan & Hartson L.L.P. 
5.55 Thirteenth Street, NW 
Washingion, DC 20004- I 100 
(Counsel for KHWY, Inc.) 

Matthew H. McCormick, Esq. 
Reddy, Begley & McCormick, LLP 
2 17.5 K Street, NW - Suite 3.50 
Washington, DC 20037-1845 
(Counsel for Route 66 Broadcasting, 
LLC, Licensee of KZKE(FM). Seligrnan, 
AZ) 

Lec .I. Peltzman, Esq. 
Shainir, & Peltzman, Chartered 
1850 M Street, NW 
Suite 240 Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20036 
(Cu-counsel for Mararhon Media Group, 

Mark N. Lipp, Esq. 
Shook, Hardy &Bacon, LLP 
600 14"' Street, NW 

Washington, DC 20005 
(Co-counsel for Marathon Media Group, 

L.L.C.) L.L.C.) 



Harry F. Cole, Esq. 
Alison J. Shapiro, Esq. 
Fletcher, Heald & Hildredth, P.L.C. 
1300 North 17Ih SLreet - I I "' Floor 
Arlington, VA 22209-3801 
(Counsel tbr Cameron Broadcasting, 
Inc.) 
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